Chapter 1 

Tha books consists to 10 chapters, with the pages s third blank or without type, 
totalling 248 pages, end eight eppencliciss, one, at most, being Thompson's writing. 
(The fifth ip noteworthy bei?aasa it is "Official Correspondence of Representative 
iheodoro K# -^up ferman, os though his letters to the Archives on this subject are 
any more official that Tompson’s, of mine, vihich proceeded his and ia more complete, 
and as though they bad not earlier bean printed* as in the Congressional ^ecord, 

^ho New York Mmoe, etc. They were* in feet, a proas release by the ^agreasman. 
hia in podding intended to give tho unoriginal book the trappings of a wall- 
researched 'one, Comment on r iy second end third books, which did have extensive 
and original reproduction of really official docunants that I had personally 
dug out of Archives^ oblivion, woe favorable and may have suggested duplication 
to the non-con/ercial pair#) 

If, because of time, we restrict ourselves to the first chapter, wg will not 
have an unfair reflection of the book# 

On the verj first page he adopts abbreviations I intent ed for ‘VHITETASH and used 
in no other work: 7K570 to represent Volume ^eT the Hearings, page 570; §97 to 
represent peg© 97 ofjEfcfche Report; F*le No, 80 to reprasent the Commission's 
meaningless method of referring to its files as "documents, via. Document No. 80# 

On the next page, page 4, he says "‘/apruder wound the camera, set che speed 
control on 'Run 1 , the Ions on •Telephoto 1 , and tested the mechanism* .♦ 11 Here he 
has his first footnote, whioh is printed on page 16. At that point he attacks me 
for eccusnte quoj^ion of on FBI report that the Commission suppressed. He dAes 
not soy that 4^3^ accurate or that the Commission sup prosed this report# Instead, 
he says, "If this report were true then the speed of the assassination v:ould have to 
be boosted by 30$.,, tf Here he does some suppressing on his own, for the FBI •a 
photographed re-enactment was exactly that, 3 Ofi Ihster than the time tho govern- 
ment computed from the Zapruder film, as it timed it# H e than ac.ya, "Weisberg 
made quite e lot of this report#" This is one mx y of presenting a 14->7ord note 
8dced at the end of a chapter of about 7,500 words. ’Afcat I really did is to print 
e photographic reproduction of the aupprossod FBI report* 

The Zapruder camera was also suppressed# Important as it is to the crime and its 
solution and understanding, to the evidence and tc history, the government had 
strenuously avoided taking possession of it, borrowing it instead whenever it 
wanted to see it# was finally taken into government possession after publication 
of the book in which I exposed this, bHITliA/ASH li, the book Thompson nisr presented 
when he wosn t borrowing from it, an following a campaign by me elone for it 8 
become government evidence and property, e campaign during which Thompson woa 
wntirely unheard from# He then says, accurately, that the camera oould not be 
"set" on "24 frames per second”, which the FBI report stated, implying that it 
could not t*ke pictures at any rate other than 18 or 48 frames par ascend# The 
thrust of Tompson's complaint against me here is that I should hove done what he 
did, ask the manufacturer, did only in an attempt to answer me# lAy publication 
was or two things he does not and cannot challenge] official inaccuracy and offic- 
ial suppression, of which he is also part. However, ha did what he should hot hove. 
What I smoked out was not available to me. It was, because of it, to these who 
copied from me. His scholarship, typically, was secondhand. If he had the sL ight- 
ast idea of hew that camera operates, he'd have known that it can expose film at 
rates of speed varying from 18 to 48 frames per aecond-or it can take single expos- 
ures, like a still camera. 

On fegc 8 he prints what he roprosents are the best copies of Frame 207 available 
to tlie ^oamiasion and a clearer oopjr ns "acquired" fronj Life (Life seems to think 
tha right word ia "stolen". In any evant, it is deception, ab ho knevwor at least 
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should have known- the copies printed for researchers by the Archives are not 
the best copies available to the Commission* T hose are first copies* *'rom these, 
which ore Incolor, the FBI made copies in black and white* From these the Archives 
makes copies for researchers* H© cannot ignore the splice through the Commission 1 s 
^reme 207, so he says, "even ignoring" it* Now, he does not © 7 er piint the 
Sntire *’re me 207, for he cannot* That, in the original, ms destroyed* The patch 
on the original caused the splice* He prints a copy from Life without a splice* 

^het this means is that ho has a copy of a copy from Life* The Commission had a 
clearer frame than that- a copy of the original, hence the splice* It Is 
quite false and Iknowingly flse to ? say, as he does, that the only film "the Commis- 
sion studied” i? the remote copy* **© knew that slides from the original- first copies- 
were made only for Commission study* There cun be no clearer or closer copies* 
(7H139). Aa 8 ms tter of fact, the Commission, despite hia misrepresentation, 
aaw what ho did not, the original (7H138)* The only valid comment he makes have 
ic only what 1 had earlier published and he read, in my rating* 

He made 3c little "study" that he doesn't know thet tho Arc&ivea projector did 
not have a "bulb" ns itssource of light* It is en arc projector* It is I who 
W83 able to persuedo the Archive to allow me to bring in an 8:rm projector to 
see a closer copy that That was usually 3hown, and I offered the use of my Bram 
projector for the use of others* Cniesg Thompson's work was very much later than he 
represents, the Archives had no bulb projector for him to see. And the camera does 
not have four "settings", as he writes, tho control lever being spring leaded, it 
can be set but three ways, single-expo3ure, normal ana s low-mot ion. The fourth, fctop, 
is not a setting but is the usual position of the lever unless it in used. At the 
time I wrote this book a duplicate of the camera was unavailable to me. At the time 
hs wrote hia the Zapruder camera had been in the Archives, thanks to my work, for 
nine months and available to him for examination. &o, he did worse then he xritici- 
ved me for, he foiled to examine the camera itself! 

9-footnoto 5 (page 17), consistent with his pretense that ho sew what others, includ- 
ing the Commission, did not, says that the official slides were not made from the 
original Zapruder film. H e accomplishes this two ways, first saying “there is no 
doubt in my nind that thw life's transparencies are the better of the two sets" 
and then that Shcneyf9lt “implied” that “both 3ets were made from the original film”. 
The better quality of the Life transparencies, if if exists at all, can exist only 
in his mldc, for there is no doubt of the fact or the sworn teetlmcny(7H129 ) , the 
Commission's elides were mode “directly from the original movie". The least-know- 
ledgeable examination discloses this, for they include the two splices that exist 
cnl£ in the original, that having been damaged after the copies were rued©* The fact 
is that Thompson prints ns better copies those that were made from a copy and ere 
not as clear 03 the Cormiasion's 3 lides, about which ho protends and pepresenta 
otherwise* Ho fails to report the making of a black-and-white oxigixxi copy of the 
film mode by LIFE -for all his touting of the association with it, foils to note 
that all the crucial x±£ frames were not made into slides, end thus seeks to pro- 
tect the FBI and the Commission staff from negligence that is inexcusaable. But his 
own reference, to showing the Life transparencies to Congressmen. Kupfercaen, denies 
the meaning he seeks to impart* After the Congressman had aeon all that LIFE could 
show him, I took him to tho Archives and showed him the slides, showing him also 
how they could be projected backward and forward end In duplication of motion, 
and he told mo he saw what he did not at LIFE. He then quotes Sylvia Meagher and 
her book whore, ha says, on page 27 she "points out how unclear she found the Arch- 
ives' 35-rcillimetar slides of the Zapruder film to be *’ 1 What she actually says 
has nothing to do with this. 3he cays In that with respect to the momenta of 
Impact, "neither the film nor the color 3 lide 9 made for the Commission by the 
Life photo laboratory (now available for examination at the National Archives) 
enables the viewer to pinpoint this moment. Nevertheless, careful study of the 
color slides hss other rewards". (On pefce 8 he cays that it wa 3 Sylvia who pointed 
out how more could be understood of the film when it wes projected backwerd* 

Apparently ahe did not tefl. 1 Mm her source: me. Sylvia Wao unslblc to spend time 
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at the Archives, I got things she wanted for her. And it is I who first pro- 
jected the film backward and reported it to her,) Quoting Sylvia as on expert 
on tho Archives and whst i3 and is net there is les3 than meaningless for she 
has psont virtually no time there and ho* never made any detailed study o t the 
Zapruder film* However, with ^upfermen saying thax op;oaita of what A hompson 
wants to soy, with the facts boing against him, and no one else who has me do a 
close study of it to quote, there was nothing ol3e he could dy except stand on his 
own, which, at beat, is hazardous* lie and she did become close collahbrotors, 
which possibly ex loins how his book, which appeared first, could contain pege 
references tc hers, even if they refer to a non-existing text, on.i to how both of 
them misrepresented the dote of publication of 7HI72T.7A3H exactly the same way* 

Also on p^ge 9 Thompson says , "But on Life's blowups, I saw for the first 
time enough evidence to prove thst Connolly had not been hit until thirteen 
frames (or three-quarters of a second later", hen he co ;li not have been hit 
by a bullet that also hit the* President, Now it is not Thompson who saw this"for 
tho first time' 1 * Nor did he learn of it from Ms viewing of any version of any 
part of the Zs prude r film* Ho was then working with Balandrie, who was then devoutly 
convinced th\* t *ho governor had not bean hit until long Inte", at *rsme 237. It 
is Ray Marcus who much earlier established this, from his own study of the least 
distinct verions cf the pictures-the printed ones-and wh> told ^hempan n of it at 
LIFE* b offices. Ray made this knowledge available to others working in tie field, 
including me, in July 196(5, before Thompson was working -tics with LIFE. In o further 
effort to carry this lie off, in a note on fc'» e bottoms of pages 8 and 9, ho repeats 
what J had earlier published in ^HITEWABH -and alone had published - thettthe RBI 
working copy of the Zaprudor^film. wa= a copy of a copy an I this less clear than it 
could and should h>ivo been, e concludes with g flsse statement, here quoted in 
full: "On Feb 25, 1964, a representative of Life projected the original film for 
Shaneyfelt f, (5H138)* That is a reference to the testimony of Shoneyfolt, who said, 
not that the film hod been shown him alone but also to "Commission representatives 
and representatives of the FBI and Secret Service hers in the Commission building". 
Had hompson quoted this testimony accurately he could not have lied thet bhe 
Commission never saw the original film, or pretended he saw what they didn’t* The 
legitimate point ho doss not z&ikQ-end cannot, befauso he is the defender of the 
Commission an:) the FBI- is that there woe no excuse for the Conn? in si on not hoving 
the original, which was available to it, if not with Life's cooperation, under 
subpsne. This ic ^hst- I published, vshilu also publishing frames from the? Za cruder 
film-but in meaningful context, not as part of a public relations ploy. I also, and 
severely, criticized LIFE, &nong other things, for pretending to release the missing 
frames of tho original film when they didn’t. LIFE did not sue no-but they did sue 
Thompson* The difference is in our ap roaches. Mine was legitims to work, hie flackery 
19-Eere he quotes Dr* Cyril : echt on "another interesting phenomenon", that 
the President's heed moved backward at Frame 313 in response to what the Commission 
said was a shot from the buck. This is an obvious impossibility end requires no 
genuine expert, which Dr* ?tect is, to establish it. Of this Thompson says merely 
that it "jiad_n ot been me ntioned i n the Rep ort^. How cculi it have been unless the 
Report wnTaiT^atTrely iHTf errfT^n a * I t^Xs^riTterly destructive of the Report. By 
this means ho avoids mentioning that i hadpublished this in flHITFfASH II (Page 221 ) f 
and that Ray Marcus had independently and by other means also observed it-it is 
very obvious- before he began writing his book* Rather Thompson protends that this 
is his own original work, his "discovery"* 

Here also he reveals the scholarly incompetence of his own field investi- 
gation, presumoably for Life, and at its expense and while on its nsyroll, for 
hs interviewed the Phil Willises. Nov; without going tc Bellas I learned that lira. 
Yiillis sew the President's head go backward in reaction to thi3 shot. Her huqbond 
and she mads no secret of it and belie v? thin is the reason she was n:.v*r called 
ss a Commission witness and that neither was ever interviewed by the FBI until 
June 1964, when he mede his pictures public. Thompson mskss no mention of any of 
these thijgs, even though he quotes other witnesses who S8y leas tha this, ^ad he, 
he also would have hod to acknowledge the reason Mrs. Willis was not called ss a 
witness and admitted the official investigation wao a deliberate coverup* 
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Interestingly enough, in his examination of one of theb?/iULis daughters, 
Liebsler reveals ha has called the wrong one as a witness# Thompson also has no 
comment on this# Yet the Commission accounted for all of the V/jLlli&eo, oil of vhom 
ware present, in its testimony, except the one who saw the fatal shot nost clearly 
end was not called* Ju3t os interesting is the fact that the FBI report, vh ich I 
publish in full in IH-TCGKaPIIIC nHITK A£S (179-00)* ac ntains no reference to any 
FBI interest in whet ^rs# Willis sew. 

In this connection, Thompson reprints a copy of the Max Phillips gocret 
Service memo that I printed in Photographic Whitewash (pefeea 138-9) on page 311# 
was either rewarded with a legible copy by th*: government, which assured me 
it bed none, or touched the official copy up to make it legible. But v>he t he failed 
to note, own though it would seem to ce important to his argument that he pretends 
is his own , is that Zspruder also, before ho was officially brainwashed, said the 
shots came from the front of the President# Had '-hoEjpson, ho vould also have had to 
point out that there was an official misrepresentation of what witnesses saw* T^ia, 
as a nan who really seeks to protect the official investigators, he could not <3o# 
Instead ho prints this fillips memo so a shill, denying it any meaning, bit seeking 
by its inclusion to import an air of authenticity to his book, -^n fact, ghre again 
Thompson fails to mention I $ug this up and published it - about three months 
before he finished his book# 1 found it a year earlier. 3o little interest had he 
in this Phillips report that fche name Phillips is not even in his index# The real 
fact that ^henpson hno no serious purposes in his appendix of documents* ^sprints 
them illegibly, four 8x 10 sheets to n 6x9 page-whore the text of an 8-incli wide 
page i3 reduced feo an inch and. a half- and thinks so lit'lo of then and their 
significances that he does not oven includo them in his inuox* (They cannot bo 
road by the unaided eyo ond only with inconvenience under magnification). 

ll-’VNo fewer than 22 people wore taking pictures in Deoloy Plasa that day’', he seys 
on this p6go# True# No fewer 0 I 30 than about throe times that many* hat tie does, 
again without credit, is to quote the first memo by the man who has taken over my 
work on suppressed pictures (Thompson never says the government suppr ssad pictures, 
for that would destroy any chance of defending it, his real purpose), lie goes 
further and says , ’uinderstanciablo n the ^eport dc6s not mention some* Thus, in 
addition to hiding the deliberate sup rsssion of essential pictures of the assassina- 
tion, he personally cup-res sc- 3 the fact that the close eyewitnesses who took these 
pictures were never cellsd as witnesses and the FBI interviews with them, in the 
files, wore not even published when there were 20,000 p? ge s ond more availablo and whea 
when there wos no limit on wbst the Commission could publish# Rather thai expose 
tho horror of the federal govornmoiit that was investigating joy, it came into power 
deliberately sup pros sing the most vital evidence, he instead becomes pert of its 
eoverup# For example, he says of th ^ughes film, that "scant mention is nade of it 
in the 26 volumes". This is a great kindness, for no meaningful mention in ever 
mpd© of it* Tb’is Thompson himself able to misrepresent it, suppress ita proof 
of Cswaldts innocence, and shelter tho FBI from its d estruction of the film and the 
rgoss misrepresentation of it- made to the (Emission* ‘Aiompsoh does not lift, 8S he 
has from so much of my work, the official FBI documents which show it misrepresented 
by 10 minutes the time this assassination movie was actual made, when the President 
tiol car was under tho sixth- floor ’Depository window# (?32Ej6-81 ) • He says, instead, 
7/The FBI apparently studied one frame"* The truth is they had the entire film, es I 
proved, and selected one frame to doctor for the Commission. Hoover includes it as 
exhibit 29 in his first, so-called definitive report. Had Thompson himself not 
misrepresented the official handling of this film and its exonerating evidence he 
could not himself pretend there tfas any possibility of Oswald's guilt-end without^ 
that there was no possibility of carrying off his defence of the government, viLich 
is his real purpose, despite the eoverup contrary pretense# 

Fags 13-Here is an example of &is coreful scholarship and precision in 
language and writing, tbst of the men who was critical of my writing for it3 

"lock of editing" which r public in apologizing for it: 

9 I made 
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Polaroid 

of “ 0, '”” n trcm “• «•« i» «1» "idol. 

It ™ a „;„r rc^duoM ,r^TSj t\r§o»'I"lof^t”“' i *“ ' “ Klole “* “tall", 
oat forth tholr hlotory 1« W* Sey 1 ^'Am oLA“ .A™ 
ysis, also unmantionod by Thompson. But oho obvious thin/? i« that ,h« 

?i.t2lt dl3 \*V &f>ley n ™> ™ «» southern Sgf S L 

:TV%TJ£ t S e .^ PrU . d ° r ' ae *»U® - * studied so oWy. S iaa 

bu " tTt tod northern side. !><or is the grass there the middle . 

13-14. He anys the Coord- si on "waa h etv in evslua*i-i«r« i s 
which shelters them for suppression end understates what it-and he-did with^hst 
wee not stressed. nts -sola criticism la "haste-, % oies as an-evamnle" Jhf 
combination or- Zeprudor end Willis (without even edifying u i3 the ei fth «f 

J? 1? . ho “Jf thf? ^possible, that they -prove without e doubt that tbs fir!* 

A 'l th:,t hlt "‘ Ko :i ^Sic can have a movie showing nothin! ” 
a shot that mieaed cennot show, in either a movie 0 >* a still. S * nd 

The photos he says," const titue the only inviolable form os evidence". u e is 
too modest, for he, as well as the FBI and Commission staff certainly did violate 

lint ; h " T9 f 7 r- y f Sslble * ** ®78 on page 15, without telling their SetoJy 
that the missing frames of the Zepruder film are "inconsequential’! although tSJ 
are those frames, that could show the essential evidence, he and t h , S « ' 

this loilu) Sh0t ° 0UM h973 b6aa fired f " the time et "at 

U® an f. th f °° !mission b ° th 8oy no shot before *’r» 210, and that mills *8 
fifth show tae instant of the hitting o the first shot. He goes into' this on 

i*" u 3 r° rd ic thot the ? ictyre W9S TOkcn - a Imulte naou ely " with tv first 
shot. For him to say this is not just: a simple mistake, non is it a cesu! 

whAt^hav b h !’ t . is impotent about the missing frames is not necessarily 

.hist they show but what „aey uo not show. Tbs Zapriider pictures clearly -how, as 
Thompson know for I printed it in TOrMI II, which was out before £ £*n £ 

r r i"« b ?vv be0fc '° nC he llfted eoou Gt £toa it to know of its contents, th-t 'mils 
had finibhe, taking his picture be fore frame 202. In even the unclear black and white 
^emo e-g?n9ra..ion cores printed by thv Commission, even blurred -g they are bv * 

the screen of the reproduction process, and eve-n further magnified tsaxiimawx 
?m f wn\J l! T ‘J®, slz ®, ln 7/Wch ^immi scion orinted them, this is clear. In Frame 
2 °! ' llld5 . bss tCifea tm> Picture end hos begun to walk. In Frame CC2 he can beaten 
walking into the street, his camera coming down, 

. , Thl f, *® lr ’- a *utabls sndxit was known to Thompson. It is one of the many 
evidences ,,hst, whUe seeming to criticize the government, he really seeks to 7 

!'! fo ’ c f in<JUd3t aa<3 to sbov, the modification that ia now required in a 
new effort to make the unacceptable conclusions acceptable. 
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^hy Another Book? ( introduction) vii 



vii- " .. .there is much evidence that has either been overloked or Improtierlv 
interpreted..." His bo-k ie "neither a critique of the Warren n eport nor an 
attack on its critics." It "takes up where the others leave off". 

viii- Everything was discovered by Vincent Selandria (whose help he was getting 
and who he d no book), rie then lists the appearance of the "second generation" of 
b4oks, in this order: Epstein, Inquest; Lane, Rush to Judgement, Whitewash series, 
Pop.tin's Second Oswald; Sauvage* Oswald Affair. H e includes Roy Arcus’s monograph 
Tne bastard Bullet, which appeared the end of 1966 and is the only one in its' 
proper sequence. Sauvage's book, which first appeared in ranee, and ',Vhi tewash, 
ere of about the seme date. Whitewash was finished in mid-February 1965, well 

in advance . of the msgazine v/riting to which A hopmson alludes, and was "first 
.published privately in August 1965, before any other book. Then came a book 
apparently unworthy of Thompson’s sftiolarship, Sylvan Fox's Unanswered ruostion* 
l perhaps unworthy of mention because that also is the title Thompson took for 
his chapter 3.°) . Whitewa h went general distribution the first of "ay 1966. 



St b was sp mouths l*t*r, Swy June 89, 1966. Bane's book , 

h? ^ nite £>tates edition of Sauvagea were published in mid-September. Through- 
out the boom ihompsori' s scholarship kept him from the copyright page of 5HITE7.A A 
which clearly bears e 1965 date, and he aeys it wasn't piblishec'until 1966 "thus* 
hiding its priority and his. indebtedness. At one point (p.249), he ev--n pret.-nde 
that a revise edition of Lane’s book, published in 1967 and using nate-isl f ro p 
1965 s 'HITE'., ASK, "raised" the question Whitewash raised, as he then acknowledges 
in a separate footnote. On this page he also attributes to Ropkin what speared 
in Chapter 11 of: WHITEWASH, the development of the "False Oswald", renamed by the 
Second Philosophy Professor* 

lx All these books display "two common threads: (1) e deer debt to Salar.dria's 
pioneerin' and largely. ^unsung research, and (2) a critical and negative stance 
vies a vis the Warren eport". The interesting thing is that the only bo k 
really indebted to Salendria in e major way is Thompson’s, and if his is not 
o iticism of th barren Report, no matter how second hand, it is nothing, unless 
as he doe: not say, it is an eliptical defense of it. It adds nothin- new »ve 
irresponsible conjecture and inexcuaeable, deliberate error ow -which ho:ji as a 
"scholar” , e culd not heve bee" ignorant. 

Interestingly , to this "scholar" Manchester 1 s book also does not exist. Ar.vvrr;'*, 
this "second generation of assassination studies has ended in public confusion * 
r ’ n ' frustration. A -li-rst step of a radically different sort is now required.” 

^ n - or Zu’aea ^ond' Thompson, whose JJboofc et'empte to take that step”. ’ hy not* It 
took -very t hid ^ else. 

x~ ,,T Jp to now critics have gotten by with simply discovering errors of the 
"or: i -k- 1 oil and display inr them, J-t is the responsibility of future works to 
address themselves to the questions asked above (straw-man questions, hov: M - * t 

fcapren- ) v " * in i rowing all the evidence together *r. d to attempt t” rake 

senr* of it." 'ell, Thompson did draw all the evidence together, especially -tr.o. 

■ r -‘-de sense of it may bo questionable, but he certainly in t rvi r.~ to ke 
: Cra~i it. i<L e adds nothir.q worthy of serious consideration, no tenable 

•v.t n:;o r • hat h*’> cnod that was not already quite public, s «v.* th” rublic r”ln- 

t: ' r iiiirc r resontat ion. 
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iv-xviii A N^te ^roca the Publisher# 

G ® ls * 8 c °nc»Pt of truth la direct from his major line of filthy writing that 
he so successfully commercializes. Art or admitting, without realizing whathe was 

T 8 n0t unt J 1 after the °ctober 1966 LIFE column by Loudon Wain* 
xor re-exemination of the evidence end re-opening of the investiga- 
tion . tae conclusion of WUTMVASH alone that Thompson was first conn act adwith 
LI,£ Geis says the -most important benefit from Thompson's point of vlew Js 
that he now had access, for the first time, to Life's om co~v of tL llLZL 
0*i- 8 date tl T> film | spent !’ endless hours" ) ex araining it faram by frame..'." Thus 
- ! , hora ^ co f 9 w 9f k wlth z,J P 1 ' ud5Jr «3 after everyone elee»s, oarticularly 
Ray t^rcus a and mine. H is consistent with Oeis’s high standard that ha say, aa 
he does here, that the association with LIFE gave T hompsrm accasB t3 c7oara ' t 

tfon S- tL i Th * only P®™^ted feeme-by-fwame examina- 

tion, wbjthevi it *»• on the Life cooy, the Life still transparencies, o* the 

st., of slides me d» lor the commission by UFB and available to researchers in the 
ationax Archives, cannot be any closer to the original that the Archives set, 

eny otow*** *“* ° thei ’ C ° Py ' 188 raad9 fMm tfls orl « lnal * It ia impossible to get 

Geis is also helpful to those who wondor about whet x horapaon is really uo to in 
Gi2°I a* 18 ln dir ° Ct "“tMdletioa to that advanced by his -scholar". 

1966, ^axter publication of every one of the other books except ray second peir. 

Ao a dedication to his singular intarost ln public ervice only, a reflection of 
‘^f i ^ 0rror ^‘+ the thought of profit, Geis proclaimed "our offer to donate the 
enti-e profit on the book fo LIFE in exchange for these few frumes of the 
(Zapruder) film", e doesn t specify which frames, but they ere those -on which 
he (Thompson) had labored so long end on which hie argument rested." This is 
really an ofid one, for Ray Marcus had developed hie proofs (exactly the ’same ones 

8d f- pt OTld C " U h -’ np3CE ’ 3) with onl y ^«t hod previous been orinted. 
1 f 17 ° rkUP ;,arcU9 mo in July 1966 consisting of his conies of the 

• S’ - 1 - ? * ■ *”* frames, the least distinct possible, but clear enough for him. it is also 
a spectacular estimate of the profit the savvy M*. G eia exported to make from the 
Thompson book. By that time the rights to the Ze prude r film he sought to buy with 
.he 39 profits from this book has be m so large that the royalties alone, raid to 
Zeprauer, nad coma to about a half-million dollars! ' 

If Mr. files wea serious, he is e vary canny businessmen. If he were not, which is 
”-^vf„ P0S T+ bl9 ’ "l. 1083 ? bevrssted a vast £rop of publicity that then cost him 

othing. It may, in the end, however. He nnd hompson orooeeded to steal Lifo '9 
property, as Life saw it. Life promptly filed suit. 

And thus we hove a clear delineation of the noble, non-comraeri cal Geis-Thfcmpson 
mo ti vhx ion* 



A cknowle dgement s~z i -xii i 



The most important one is micaing* That is to the alresdy-publiehed books, 
particularly the Whitewash series* ^ithoutnpireting them Thompson \f) uld have 
nothing* 

He quotes Publisher ^erxiQrd Geia as saying "publication of thos book ia not dictated 
by commercial considerations. 11 H e might have titled this the Gesi Resolution. Geia 
is the re known ed manufacturer of filthy books, created to serve the m rk he ~ 
thinks exists, and commissionacl to fit that marked onco he is satiafiod it is 
reedy to bo milked. Thompson’s book thus takes to place with Valley Of T^a fblls 
and Exhibitionist* 

This statement 0 I 3 O represents a ^ois convolution. In November 1065 he said, 
after havinf had Whitewash read, that he would never do any book on the subject 
be&suso he could r.ot do a subject like it justice. Two years caller thnn the 
eprcnroncc of the Thompson book he was corroct * TIME ani LIFE hove devote! 
much space to the sx tolling of G8ai f 3 skill in dcsignSdg smutty bo^ks for profit* 

Among those to whom Thompson acknowledges his indebtedness are 3 ix people to vshom 
I had given my unpublished material in confidence to help them® in their researches. 
Before the book appeared^ one of these people told ms 1 1 d find Thompson very generous 
in his acknowledgements, 3 is correct* The wonder is in tlio long" listing of names 
if he omitted the garbage man* The effect of this it to make it seem that ho is 
honest and does acknowledge his sources and his helpers. The truth is this is part 
of his deception, for what he does not credit is the major eource of his material 
what others, mostly I, hod already published. 



